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Enclosed is a corrected copy of the PTO-892 mailed with the Non-Final Office Action on 03/22/05 and an Interview Summary of a 
telephonic interview with inventor on 03/31/05. 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Pro se inventor Johnson called Examiner on the morning of 
03/31/05 to clarify prosecution procedure and to discuss the differences between the prior art and the instant 
application. Inventor orally explained why the prior art of Deshpande does not anticipate the instant claims. Examiner 
informed inventor that a response to the non-final office action mailed 03/22/05 must be in writing. Examiner explained 
the nature of a broad reading of the claims. That is, even if a prior art reference is not the exact same invention, or is 
used for a different purrpose than the pending claims, the prior art reference still may contain all the claimed elements 
and be cited as valid prior art. The applicant's task is to clearly distinguish the claims of the proposed invention from 
the disclosure of the prior art. 

In the afternoon, Examiner called pro se inventor Johnson to cite various sections that will be helpful in replying 
to the Non-Final Office Action, such as 37 CFR 1.2, 1.121 and 1.126; MPEP Sections 710, 714, 714.02 and 713.04. 
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